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the mixture and separate recovery of vapor residues; and that "stripping", like distillation, 
involves the transfer of gas (that is dissolved in a liquid) into a gas stream - although as 
distinguished from distillation, stripping is not specifically concerned with the separate recovery 
of the vapor residue. Indeed, Perry's Handbook points out that the term "stripping" is used to 
refer to the section of a fractionating column below the feed plate and in this latter sense 
"stripping" is common to both the specific case of distillation as well as to stripping in the 
perhaps more generic sense. Moreover from this, those skilled in the art can quickly discern that 
absorption is the very antithesis of both stripping and distillation. Enclosed herein are a copy of 
pages 18-3 and 18-19 of Perry's Handbook. 

Perry's Handbook goes on to teach the forms of and application for packed columns - 
notably by stipulating in the opening sentences of Perry's Handbook's teachings specific to 
packed columns, that these columns are most widely used in absorption, and are used only to a 
limited extent in distillation. In this latter connection, Perry's Handbook helpfully points out that 
packed columns are usually specified when plate devices would not be feasible because of 
undesirable fluid characteristics, and this would of course include for example, a case where the 
"stripping" operation is rendered particularly difficult due to close boiling points of the 
liquid/dissolved gas components. It can be inferred from Perry's Handbook (and is implicitly 
confirmed by Kruger's teachings) that distillation and the like (i.e. stripping) would be otherwise 
carried out in a multi-stage tray separation process. 

Given Perry's Handbook's teachings, therefore, it is perhaps not surprising to find Kruger 
teaching that wort stripping (the removal of DMS from wort which entails the separation of 
materials with distinctly separated boiling points) is carried out in a typical poly-stage "n-tray" 
stripping or distillation apparatus as opposed to using Appellant's packed column paradigm. This 
stands as prima facie evidence that as of the date of Kruger, persons skilled in the art continued 
to follow the teachings of Perry's Handbook in connection with stripping (i.e. distillation without 
the vapor recovery) of beer wort and that it should therefore be carried out using poly stage 
multiple trays - notwithstanding the fact that packed columns were taught by Perry's Handbook 
to be simpler, and better suited to foams. In other words, in spite of the prospective benefits 
promulgated by Perry's Handbook, Kruger reinforces Perry's Handbook's long entrenched 
teachings by teaching in turn the use of the plates in beer wort stripping to separate the DMS 
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volatiles from the wort (with their respective and well separated boiling points - a difference of 
30 degrees Centigrade with the boiling point of DMS being 37.5 degrees Centigrade - see The 
Condensed Chemical Dictionary, Ninth Edition, p. 310 - a copy of which is attached hereto). 

It is well established that when an inventor proceeds contrary to the teachings of a 
reference, as is true with respect to both of the references in this case, and particularly when in so 
doing the inventor proceeds to long established prejudices in the prior art, then the resulting 
invention carries with it all of the necessary, prima facie hallmarks of patentable merit. 

It is not for the Examiner to point to a general engineering text and take the Appellant, 
along with the constitutionally certified public interest in promoting meritorious inventions, on a 
forced march through a hypothetical ex post fact design exercise - an Examiner's denial of an 
invention's patentable merits on these grounds is expressly repudiated by applicable law. 

Finally, it is noted that nowhere in the rejection or the remarks set out in the Examiner 
Answer does the Examiner point to specific portions of either Kruger or Perry where the claimed 
subject matter can be found. For example, Appellant can not find any of the claimed process 
parameters in Perry. This raises the interesting question of how one of ordinary skill in the art 
would know to use the claimed process parameters given the absence of any specifics in Perry. 
The failure to point to specific portions of Perry where the claimed subject matter can be found 
only serves to highlight the deficiencies of the rejection of record. 

As for the Examiner's reliance on In re Chevenard in connection with his arguments on 
the non-patentability of claim 48, such reliance is misplaced. First, the Chevenard case does not 
stand for the proposition asserted by the Examiner in his Answer. The only thing that the CCPA 
said in this case was that the Court did not consider Applicant's contention that the examiner's 
statement as to equivalency does not coincide with the facts, since there is nothing in the record 
to contradict the holding and that applicant did not demand that the examiner produce authority 
for the statement. Chevenard, 60 USPQ at 241. Chevenard does not stand for the proposition that 
Appellant must seasonably traverse any "well known" statement during examination. Even if it 
did, Appellant has always contended that claim 48 was allowable on its own accord as well as for 
the same reasons as its parent claim(s), and has never acknowledged that the claimed control 
means were "well known" in the art. It should be recognized that this is nothing more than a 
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smoke screen raised by the Examiner solely because the cited and applied references fail to teach 
or suggest the subject matter of claim 48. 

With regard to claims 40 and 58, the Examiner is correct that it is a claim preference; 
however, that is not a basis for rejecting the claim. When one reads the claim in its entirety, one 
does not find the subject matter in the Perry's Handbook. For example, where is the claimed 
baffle? One of ordinary skill in the art having FIG. 18-53 before him/her is not in possession of 
any of the matter being claimed in claims 40 and 58. 

With regard to claims 32 and 59, there is nothing in FIG. 18-47 of Perry that teaches 
using "chimneys having a height so that wort on top of said distribution plate can not flow 
through said chimneys." The figure does not even mention this point. 

With regard to claim 33, FIG. 18-34 does not teach or suggest forming filler bodies 
from a plurality of rings disposed randomly on a bottom plate. 

With regard to claims 37 and 38, it is submitted that FIG. 18-31, which is a graph, could 
not possibly teach or suggest the subject matter being claimed. Assuming arguendo, that the 
Examiner is correct in that figure discloses a spray nozzle, he still has not pointed out how this 
meets the claim limitations. 

With regard to the comments about claim 39, Appellant would point out that the Perry 
handbook does not teach or suggest the claimed subject matter. The Examiner merely saying it 
does is not sufficient. The Examiner should point out specifically where the claimed subject 
matter can be found. This he has failed to do. 

With regard to the Examiner's comments about claim 55, they should be recognized for 
what they are - another smoke screen. Perry does not teach or suggest rings having the claimed 
diameter. Absent some teaching, how would one of ordinary skill in the art know what size to 
make the rings. Even if the size of the rings has to do with the optimization of the system, it still 
is an invention not to be found in the cited and applied references. 
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For the reasons set forth herein, as well as for the reasons set forth in Appellant's Brief, 
the rejection of record should be reversed and the instant application allowed. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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